CHAPTER 12

FORCE PLANNING AND U.S. DEFENSE POLICY

John F. Troxell

You cannot make decisions simply by asking yourself whether something might be nice to have. You
have to make a judgement on how much is enough.

Robert S. McNamara
April 20, 1963

As the preceding chapters of this book argue, strategy formulation begins with an
understanding of the nation’s security goals and objectives. To complete the process of
developing a coherent military strategy, and perhaps the most difficult step, is to plan the
forces needed to implement the strategy. It is clear that declaratory policy must come first,
but then follows the complex task of force planning, best defined as the attempt to create a
mil italry force structure of the right size and right composition to achieve the nation’s security
goals.” Force planning involves an evaluation of the threats to the national interests, the
establishment of military requirements within given constraints, and finally an assessment
of the risk of failure. The risks in the ends-ways-means strategy formulation process can be
manifested as an ends-means mismatch, or a ways—means mismatch. Strategists and force
planners consequently find themselves engaged in an iterative process of minimizing the
mismatches by either modifying the ends, adjusting the ways, or czhanging the means to
maximize the ability to protect and further the national goals.” The process of risk
management will be covered in more detail in the next chapter.

Ever since the end of the Cold War, the United States has been struggling to gain
consensus on an appropriate force planning methodology and answer the question “how much
Isenough” concerning the size of its military establishment. This was the principal topic of the
first Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and the National Defense Panel's (NDP)
Alternative Force Structure Assessment, and remains an important task for the U.S.
Commission on National Security/21st Century and, most likely, future QDRs.

Most defense analysts would claim that during the Cold War the force planning task was
relatively straightforward. The threat posed by the Soviet Union required the fielding of
forces capable of conducting a global war, with priority placed on defending Western Europe.
This situation served as the agreed scenario around which to design and develop forces and
measure risks if specific force goals were not met. Force modernization programs were also
directly linked to maintaining a qualitative advantage over projected improvements in Soviet
capabilities. In addition, the Cold War force was so large that all other military requirements,
such as forces for forward presence, smaller scale interventions, and humanitarian
operations, could be met as lesser-included reqsuirements. One author has described this
process as the “classic” force planning approach.

157



During the post-Cold War period, the sizing function that replaced the global war scenario
has been the requirement to be able to prosecute major theater war (MTW). This requirement
evolved during the last years of the Bush administration as the rationale for the Base Force.
The first act of the new Clinton administration was to study the issue, producing the Bottom
Up Review (BUR) Force. The Base Force and the BUR Force were both sized against the
requirement to fight two MTWs. This force-sizing requirement was revalidated in the 1997
Quadrennial Defense Review but continues to generate a great deal of controversy.
Depending on the point of view, the force structure associ%ted with this posture is attacked for
being over-stuffed, unaffordable, or totally inadequate. The purpose of this chapter is to
examine force-planning techniques used to determine the appropriate means to successfully
execute U.S. defense and military strategy, and to suggest some options and adjustments that
force planners can apply in the future.

FORCE PLANNING METHODOLOGIES.

In designing forces to protect U.S. national interests, military planners must accomplish
three tasks: determine how much force is required to protect those interests with a certain
degree of assured success or a minimum degree of acceptable risk; determine how to posture
that force; and finally convince C5:ongress and the public that the solutions for the first two
tasks are reasonably correct.” The issue of creating well-reasoned force structure
requirements and convincing cost conscious politicians is not an inconsequential matter.

Since the advent of the Cold War, military planners have used two very different
force-planning methodologies.6 The easiest to conceptualize is threat-based planning. This
methodology is preeminent when threats to U.S. interests are easily recognized and
identified. The task for the planner is to postulate a reasonable scenario, or a specific military
contingency, then determine the amount of force needed to prevail in that scenario. This
approach lends itself to dynamic and static modeling and provides a quantifiable rationale for
the recommended force structure, and answers the question: Can the United States defeat
the opponent or prevail in the postulated contingencies? The logic of this approach is very
compelling and greatly facilitates accomplishing the planner’s third task—convincing the
public and Congress.

The second major methodology is generally referred to as capabilities-based planning.
Somewhat harder to conceptualize, analysts have proposed several variants of the same basic
theme. Capabilities-based planning is most in vogue when threats to U.S. interests are
multifaceted and uncertain, and do not lend themselves to single point scenario-based
analysis. Instead of focusing on one or more specific opponents, the planner applies a liberal
dose of military judgment to determine the appropriate mix of required military capabilities.
Capabilities-based planners claim to focus on objectives rather than scenarios. Forces are
sized either by a resource constraint emphasis (budget driven), or by focusing on generic
military missions required to protect U.S. interests. A major problem planners have with this
approach is convincing Congress that military judgment has established the proper Iir71kage
between this uncertain future environment and the specific force levels requested. The
general characteristics of these two methodologies are summarized in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Force Planning Methodologies.

FORCE PLANNING IN THE COLD WAR.

Threat-based planning was the principal method employed to size U.S. forces during the
Cold War. With the acceptance by the National Security Council of NSC 68 on April 7, 1950,
the Soviet threat was clearly recognized. In the words of Secretary of State Acheson, the
Soviet Union confronted the United States with a “threat [which] combined the ideology of
commLénist doctrine and the power of the Russian state into an aggressive expansionist
drive.”” The first task for military planners was to develop a strategic nuclear deterrent, both
to protect survival interests and to extend this deterrent to protect vital interests represented
by regional alliances, the most important of which was NATO. Military planners also
addressed the need for conventional forces. In accordance with the threat-based methodology,
war in central Europe became the dominant scenario. NATO developed a series of force goals
designed to counter a predetermined level of Soviet forces. In the Lisbon Agreement of
February91952, for instance, the NATO ministers set a goal for 1954 of 9,000 aircraft and 90
divisions.” President Eisenhower, however, desired “security with solvency” and had as one of
his administration’s principal goals, the cutting of the federal budget. To stabilize defense
spending, the “New Look” defense program de-emphasized conventional forces and stressed
the deterrent and war-fighting potential of nuclear weapons. The risk associated with
conventional force shortfalls was ameliorated by U.S. reliance on nuclear weapons. Limited
war capabilities however, were not completely discounted. General Maxwell Taylor, while
Army Chief of Staff, established the requirement for the Army to be able “to close a corps of
three divisions in an overseas theater in two months,” with the necessary logistical backup to
fight those forces.” Force planning in the fifties, although firmly grounded in threat-based
analysis, also contained important elements based on resource (Ike’s New Look) and mission
based capabilities analysis (Taylor’'s corps).

The Kennedy administration discarded the “New Look” and adopted the concept of

“Flexible Response” as the foundation of its defense policy. At the center of “flexible response”
theory was the assumption that deterring and fighting with nonnuclear forces would reduce
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the likelihood of nuclear escalation. Secretary of Defense McNamara argued that the U.S.
needed a “two-and-one-half-war” conventional war capability sufficient to: mount a defense of
Western Europe against a Soviet attack; defend either Soutlrlleast Asia or Korea against a
Chinese attack; and still meet a contingency elsewhere.”” McNamara recognized the
challenges of conducting defense planning under uncertainty, notably the need for defense
programs to provide capabilities that would eventually be used in unforeseen contingencies.
From this arose the concept of rationalizing force structure in terms of the most stressm
threats (the Soviet Union and China), but training and equipping the forces for erX|b|I|ty
Army Chief of Staff, General Earle Wheeler, claimed:

..we have created versatile, and flexible general purpose forces which can be tailored to the re-
guirements of emergency situations. For these purposes, the relatively new United States
Strike Command (STRICOM), has been provided eight combat-ready Army divisions, a com-
mensurate amount of Tactical Air combat power, and the necessary airlift to cope with a number
of limited war situations.

STRICOM'’s mission was to provide a general reserve of combat ready forces to reinforce
other unified commands, and plan and conduct contingency operations. McNamara used
contingency planning to hedge against uncertainty and reasoned that if U.S. forces could cope
with the most threatening contingencies, they should suffice to deal with the other,
unexpected challenges that might arise.” Once again, force planners combined elements
from threat and capabilities based planning.

The Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations chose a less conservative strategy. As
National Security Adviser, Henry Kissinger launched a reexamination of the assumptions of
the 2 Y- war strategy. The collapse of the Sino-Soviet bloc and recognition that the United
States had never generated the forces required for the 2 ¥2-war strategy, led to the adoption of
the 1 Y%2-war strategy. President Nixon outlined the rationale in his report to Congress in
February 1970:

In the effort to harmonize doctrine and capability, we chose what is best described as the “1
Y-war” strategy. Under it we will maintain in peacetime general purpose forces adequate for si-
multaneously meeting a majorlgommunist attack in either Europe or Asia, . . . and contending
with a contingency elsewhere.

Within this more conservative framework, planning under uncertainty was always a theme.
In 1976, Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger employed multiple planning scenarios in his
guidance to the military departments, similar to the lllustrative Planning Scenarios of today.
The DoD Annual Report two years later noted that U.S. general purpose forces “must be
trained, equipped, and supplied so that they can deploy and fight in a wide variety of
environments against a range of possible foes.”

Flexibility in force planning was advanced further during the Carter administration. The
iIssue of regional contingencies was raised with a particular focus on the Persian Gulf. A 1979
DoD study identified a variety of threats and contingencies and proposed programs to provide
broad capabilities for the region without focusing on a single threat or scenario. This
capabilities-based effort eventually led to the formation of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task
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Force and still later U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM). After the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan in December 1979, however, military planners turned almost exclusively to the
Soviet threat to Iran as the likely scenario for action in the Persian Gulf.!

During the Reagan years military planning was much more clearly grounded in a
threat-based approach focused on possible global war with the Soviet Union. The Soviet
Union appeared to be capable of aggression in several theaters, and U.S. planning had to
consider the possibility of simultaneous wars in Southwest Asia and Central Europe. The
Office of the Secretary of Defense adopted a force sizing-scenario that postulated a Soviet
invasion of Iran as the initial event in such a global war. This scenario raised the possibility of
war with the Soviet Union on several fronts, either because of Soviet aggression in multiple
theaters or because the U.S. might escalate “horizontally” by conducting offensives in regions
of Soviet weakness.” Despite this possibility of multifront operations however, it was clear
that the defense of central Europe was the dominant case for defining military requirements.
Nevertheless, the rapid deployment force (RDF) made continued progress during the Reagan
buildup. That the purpose and framework of this force were anchored in capabilities-based
planning was illustrated in the 1984 DoD Annual Report:

..we need a “rapid deployment capability” primarily for those areas of the world in which the U.S. has
little or no nearby military infrastructure or, in some cases, maintains no presence at all. There are
many locations where we might need to project force, not only in SWA and the Middle East, but also in
Africa, Central America, South America, the Caribbean, and elsewhere. Each of these areas has spe-
cial requirements, but it would be too costly to try to tailor a unique force for each. Therefore we must
set prioritiel% ... and, at the same time, build flexible capabilities that can serve our needs in more than

one region.
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Figure 2. Cold War Force Planning.
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Force planning during the Reagan years, and indeed for all administrations during the
Cold War, was threat-based, but not to the exclusion of important contributions derived from
the capabilities-based approach. “Threat analysis was an important variable in the strategy
development process,” one RAND analysgoconcludes in this regard, “but it was far from the
only factor, or even the most important.” = During the entire period, Secretaries of Defense
were consistently concerned with planning under uncertain conditions and thus made
regional distinctzilons and considered contingencies other than the standard Soviet attack on
Central Europe.” In addition, U.S. Cold War force structure was generally large and diverse
enough to respond to numerous lesser-included contingencies.  In the end, the combination
of force planning methods worked well for the U.S. in the Cold War. But, as Figure 2
demonstrates, it was the threat-based foundation that primarily contributed to the
widespread political support for decades of high defense spending.

POST-COLD WAR FORCE PLANNING.

“Uncertainty is not a mere nuisance requiring a bit of sensitziglity analysis,” Paul Davis
points out; “it is a dominant characteristic of serious planning.” ™ The U.S. military is well
aware of this fact, but has had difficulty during the current transition in selling it to Congress
and the public. The principal problem is the lack of the all-consuming threat that focused the
nation’s attention on the problem of containing the USSR for over four decades. This force
planning framework has evaporated in the post-Cold War era, leaving little agreement on
appropriate threats, contingencies, or required capabilities against which to focus the defense
establishment.

THE BASE FORCE.

In an effort to demonstrate military responsiveness to changes in the strategic and
budgetary environments, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell,
developed the Base Force in the early 1990s. This force was considered the minimum force
that would still allow the armed forces to meet mission requirements with acceptable risk.
The Base Force was developed through a close-hold process by the Program and Budget
Analysis Division (PBAD) of the Force Structure, Resource, and Assessment Directorate (J-8)
of the Joint Staff, with little analytical support, or formal input from the Services or the
CINCs. The suspension of the Joint Strategic Review (JSR) process and the development of
the Base Force are manifestations of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, and dramatically
dem0514strated the shifting focus of the force planning process from the services to the Joint
Staff.

The Base Force straddled both the Soviet revolutions of 1988 and 1991, causing the
justification and rationale behind the chosen force levels to evolve over time. The initial focus
of the Base Force was on a capabilities-based approach to defense planning, driven largely by
resource constraints. As a result, the J5 strategists were given the task of determining:
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.. whether J-8's resource-driven force structure and the Chairman’s recommended force posture pro-
vided the capability to pursue US objectives. Thus he was to validate from a strategic perspectivezghe
force structure that the J-8 had already validated from a programming and budgetary perspective.

The threat was very ill-defined at this point. “I'm running out of demons,” General Powell
commergted in April 1991, “I'm running out of villains. . . . I'm down to Castro and Kim Il
Sung.” " In such an environment, Powell stressed, there were some very real limitations to
threat-oriented contingency analysis. The resource-constrained force, he concluded, should
instead focus on the combat capabilities needed to ensure that a sufficient array of assets

27
would be present to perform the multiple missions demanded on the modern battlefield.” The
mission-focused aspect of the Base Force was evident in the three conceptual conventional
force packages that eventually became part of the 1992 National Military Strategy (NMS)
(Figure 3). Forces for the Atlantic would include forward-based and forward deployed units
committed to Europe, and heavy reinforcing forces for Europe, the Middle East, and the
Persian Gulf based in the United States. The Pacific Forces differed from the Atlantic
package, reflecting the maritime character of the area. Contingency Forces would con%ist of
U.S. based ground, air, and naval forces capable of worldwide deployment as needed.

ARMY NAVY uUsmcC USAF
FWD 2 DIV 1CVBG 3 FWE
ATLANTIC Deployed
3DIvV 5 CVBG 1 MEF 2 FWE
FORCES CONUS 6 RC DIV 11 RC FWE
FWD 2DIV 1CVBG 1 MEF 3FWE
PACIFIC Deployed
FORCES 5CVBG
CONUS
CONTINGENCY
FORCES CONUS 5DIV Tailored 1 MEF 7FWE
Mix
TOTAL (AC): 12 DIVs 12 CVBGs 3 MEFs 15 FWEs
CVBG: Carrier Battle Group MEF: Marine Expeditionary Force ~ FWE: Fighter Wing Equivalent

Source: 1992 NMS

Figure 3. Base Force.

Unfortunately, the advent of and ensuing focus on Operations Desert Shield and Desert
Storm precluded the Pentagon’s strategic planners from completing the analytical construct
behind the Base Force, a task that then-Representative Les Aspin was more than willing to
undertake. In the first of two national security papers, Aspin attacked capabilities-based
force planning, charging that decisions concerning what capabilities were required of U.S.
forces could not be done in a vacuum. Instead, he concluded, “. . . itis critical to identify threats
to U.S. interests that2 are sufficiently important that Amencans would consider the use of
force to secure them.” ™ Shortly thereafter, Aspin outlined in a second paper his concept of the
“lIraqi equivalent” as the generic threat measure for regional aggressors and the “Desert
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Storm equivalent” as the most robust building block for U.S. forces. The purpose was to
establish a clear linkage between the force structure and the sorts of threats the forces could
be expected to deal with. Aspin also envisioned his “threat-driven” methodology to be flexible
enough to include aspects of a typical capabilities-based approach. The building blocks for the
methodology, he pointed out, were generic capabilities.

Although each is informed by a careful review of pertinent historical cases, | am not suggesting
we acquire forces which would be suited only to a few places and precedents. I’'m suggesting in-
stead generic military capabilities wgoich should be effective against the full spectrum of categor-
ical threats in the uncertain future.

At the same time, within the Pentagon, the rationale for the Base Force evolved into a
combined capabilities-based and threat-based approach and became firmly anchored to the
two-MTW requirement. In late 1992, General Powell began promoting the Base Force as both
capabilities oriented as well as threat oriented. In a few cases such as Korea and Southwest
Asia, he omted out, it was possible to identify particular threats with some degree of
certainty. ' These developments had no effect on the regional focus of the force. In 1992,
Secretary of Defense, Richard Cheney reported that 2“the ability to respond to regional and
local crises is a key element of our new strategy.”~ The “Base Force” National Military
Strategy of 1992 concluded that U.S. “plans and resources are primarily focused on deterring
and fighting regional rather than global wars.”™ Although neither of these documents
specified a two-MTW requirement, the sizing function for this requirement continued to
evolve behind the scenes. Both the 1991 and 1992 Joint Military Net Assessments (JMNAS)
focused on the warfighting analysis for Major Regional Contingency-East
(MRC-East)—Southwest Asia, and MRC-West—Korea. According to Army force planners,
the principal focus of US operational planning was “regional crisis response—to 3i!?clude a
capability to respond to multiple concurrent major regional contingencies.” In his
autobiography General Powell clearly states what his National Military Strategy did not:
“The Base Force strategy called for armed forces capable of fighting two major regional
conflicts ‘nearly simultaneously.”

THE BOTTOM UP REVIEW FORCE.

With a new administration, the Base Force title was jettisoned; but the underpinnings of
U.S. force structure remained largely intact. Upon assuming office, Secretary of Defense Les
Aspin initiated a comprehensive review of the nation’s defense strategy and force structure
and published the Report of the Bottom Up Review (BUR) in October 1993. The methodology
for the BUR combined all threat-based and capabilities-based aspects of the force-planning
methodologies. To begin with, there was the traditional assessment of threats and
opportunities, the formulation of a strategy to protect and advance U.S. interests, and the
determination of the forces needed to implement the strategy. At the same time, there was an
evaluation of military missions that included fighting MTWs, conducting smaller scale
operations, maintaining overseas presence, and deterring attacks with weapons of mass
destruction. The ultimate force-sizing criterion was to “maintain sufficient military power to
be able to win two major regional conflicts that occur nearly simultaneously.” The planning
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and assessment for these MTWs were based on two illustrative scenarios viewed as
represesrel;tative yardsticks with which to assess in “gross terms the capabilities of U.S.
forces.” From this perspective, the BUR continued the dual focus on both threat and
capabilities that had evolved in the Base Force. “The Clinton defense policy,” noted RAND
analyst Richard L. Kugler points out,

represents continuity rather than a revolutionary departure, for the changes it makes are relatively
small. . . . The chief difference lies in the new policy’s call for a smaller conventional posture, but only
10-15 percent smaller than the Bush administration’'s Base Force.

QUADRENNIAL DEFENSE REVIEW (QDR) AND THE NATIONAL
DEFENSE PANEL (NDP).

Despite a degree of continuity and general agreement within the nation’s defense
establishment concerning the overall framework for the size and posture of U.S. military
forces, planners continued to have difficulty with their third task—convincing Congress and
the public. The greatest difficulty was persuading Congress that the Pentagon was
sufficiently focused on the 21st century and preparing the military to execute the most likely
conflicts. As a result, in 1996 Congress passed legislation directing the Secretary of Defense
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to conduct a review of the U.S. defense program
and provide a report in 1997. Their review was directed to include

a comprehensive examination of the defense strategy, force structure, fog%e modernization plans, in-
frastructure, budget plan and other elements of the defense program . . .

Congress also provided for an independent body of defense experts, designated the National
Defense Panel, to both review and comment on the QDR, as well as look slightly further into
the future.

The QDR was designed as a strategy-driven review and upon its completion to serve as the
overall strategic planning document for the Defense Department. From a force planner’s
perspective the key features of the QDR were the newly articulated defense strategy of
“shape, respond and prepare,” and several refinements to force sizing and planning

considerations. However, the bottom-line remained an overall requirement “that U.S. forces
must be capable of fighting and winning two major theater wars nearly simultaneously.” %

The shape-respond-prepare strategy recognized the requirements for U.S. military forces
to operate in support of U.S. interests across the entire spectrum of operations, from
peacetime to wartime. Military forces assist in shaping the international environment
through overseas presence, rotational deployments, and various military-to-military
programs. Shaping requirements have normally been viewed as a lesser-included capability
provided by a larger war-time focused structure. The QDR, however, specifically indicated
that the overseas presence mission plays a significant role in determining the size of U.S.
naval forces.  Responding to the full spectrum of crises, to include major theater wars,
remained the most stressing requirement. Although the QDR revalidated the centrality of a
2-MTW force structure, it also placed increased emphasis on capabilities needed for smaller
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scale contingencies (SSC). These contingencies are viewed as the most likely challenge for
U.S. forces, and the QDR noted a re mrement to be able to conduct multiple concurrent
smaller-scale contingency operations. ' One of the difficulties in using this approach as a
force structure determinant, however, is that while the military is relatively confident that it
knows the types and quantity of forces needed to fightan MTW, it is much less certain of what
IS neeqled for SSCs that have a wide variety of objectives and occur in diverse regions of the
world. ~ The Joint staff sponsored the Dynamic Commitment wargame series that attempted
to identify and quantify a list of military capabilities for smaller scale contingencies. These
capabilities, however, are still viewed as a lesser-included subset of the MTW force.

The QDR'’s analysis continued to represent a blend of threat-based and capabilities-based
planning. The principal scenarios remain focused on the threat posed by regional aggressors
on the scale of Irag or North Korea. A slightly expanded scenario set was used to examine
threat use of asymmetric strategies, differences in warning time, U.S. force size, and the
degree of commitment to ongoing SSCs. The QDR also tested projected capabilities against a
range of more challenging threats—a postulated major regional power in the 2014 timeframe.
In addition, generic scenarios used a threat force based on the projected capabilities of nations
not currently allied with the United States. As the report concludes, “this analysaiss enabled us
to test our projected capabilities against a range of more challenging threats.”

The report of the National Defense Panel highlighted another dilemma faced by force
planners—building forces for the present or focusing on future requirements. Concerning the
present, the NDP acknowledged that the United States cannot afford to ignore near-term
threats and that “the two-theater construct has been a useful mechanism for determining
what forces to retai514as the Cold War came to a close, [and] to some degree, it remains a useful
mechanism today.” But the panel also argued that today’s threats are not necessarily the
ones the U.S. will face in the future, expressing concern that the two MTW construct is
becoming an inhibitor to achieving the capabilities needed in the 2010-2020 time frame. The
panel suggested a fundamental change: “The United States needs a transformation strategy
that enables us Eg meet a range of security challenges in 2010-2020 without taking undue risk
in the interim.”

Before leaving this brief look at recent force structure reviews, one additional effort
deserves mention as a significant capabilities-based force design effort. At the same time that
the United states was engaged in the QDR and NDP, the United Kingdom was also trying to
determine the appropriate size and posture for its military forces to respond to the changing
environment of the 21st Century. Their effort was called the Strategic Defence Review (SDR).
Although the QDR and SDR followed similar processes, the report of the SDR is valuable
because it is much more detailed and transparent. Beginning with a policy review that
identified national interests and commitments, the SDR focused on specific missions and
military tasks and assessed the forces and capabilities needed to conduct those tasks. The
capabilities assessments relied primarily on a concept called “scale of effort.” Scales of effort
are planning tools that postulate a projected size of an operation, for example, a medium scale
operation is a brigade size deployment similar to Bosnia, and a large scale operation is a
division size deployment similar to the contribution to the Persian Gulf war. Planners
determined the force elements required for each military task given assumptions about the
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scale of effort. This approach is similar to the Dynamic Commitment wargame mentioned
above, however, in this case, the force elements for each task—the lesser-included
requirements—are clearly delineated in attached tables. The detailed capabilities
assessment was validated by scenario-based analysis of medium and large scale force
projection operations. The overall force sizing construct was a requirement to conduct two
concurrent medium scale operations or one full scale operation. The SDR concluded that “not
to be able to conduct two medium scale operations at the same time would be an unaccePGtable
constraint on our ability to discharge Britain’'s commitments and responsibilities.” =~ The
SDR is probably the closest model available of a detailed capabilities-based planning effort,
and yet it also relied on scenario-based analysis for validation.

TWO-MTW RATIONALE.

In examining the rationale for the two-MTW requirement, it is important to remember
that the requirement is not a strategy, but represents the sizing function for the Clinton
administration’s defense program—the principal determinant of the size and composition of
U.S. conventional forces. The nature of this sizing function was clearly articulated by Defense
Secretary William Perry in 1996:

Previously, our force structure was planned to deter a global war with the Soviet Union, which we con-
sidered a threat to our very survival as a nation. All other threats, including regional threats, were
considered lesser-but-included cases . . . Today, the threat of global conflict is greatly diminished, but
the danger of regional conflict is neither lesser nor included and has therefore required us to take this
danger explicitly into account in structuring our forces.

The current version of the two-MTW requirement states that the principal determinant of the
size and composition of U.S. conventional forces is the capability

preferably in concert with allies, . . . to deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat large-scale, cross-border ag-
gression in two distant theaters in overlapping timeframes.

Inherent in the acceptance of the 2-MTW force-sizing requirement is the recognition that the
U.S. will not be able t04%onduct sizable contingency operations at the same time it is fighting
in two major theaters.

Three principal reasons for this sizing function have emerged during the post-Cold War
period. First, as a nation with global interests, the U.S. needs to field a military capability to
avoid a situation in which it lacks the forces to deter aggression in one region while fighting in
another. “With this capability,” the BUR points out,

we will be confident, and our allies as well as potential enemies \é\éill know, that a single regional conflict
will not leave our interests and allies in other regions at risk.

The historical evidence in support of the 2-MTW requirement is much stronger than
detractors are willing to acknowledge. There have been, for instance, 22 nearly simultaneous
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crises requiring the deployment and use of military force from 1946 to 1991.% The likelihood
of such occurrences has increased in the absence of the Cold War superpower restraints.

A second reason is that a force capable of defeating two regional adversaries should
provide the basic wherewithal to support a defense against a larger-than-expected threat
from, as examples, %gntinental-scale adversaries such as Russia or China, or a coalition of
regional opponents.” Although a peer competitor is not envisioned in the near term, the
possibility of confrontations with a larger than MTW threat must be guarded against. This
hedge against uncertainty is also required as a practical matter because of the time needed to
reconstitute a larger force. “If we were to discard half of this two-MTW capability or allow it to
decay,” the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Shalikashvili, concluded a few
years back, “it would take many years to rebuild a force of comparable excellence. In today’s
turbulent international environment, where the future posture of so many powerful nations
remains precarious, we could find ourselves with too little, too late.”

Finally, the 2-MTW sizing function recognizes the increased operational deployment of
American forces and allows the U.S. to deter latent threats from regional adversaries when
portions of the force are com m5i5tted to important smaller-scale contingencies and engagement
activities in other theaters.” Although U.S. participation in smaller-scale contingency
operations should not be viewed as a given, if the National Command Authorities (NCA)
decide to commit U.S. forces to such operations, the strategy and force structure, as sized by
the 2-MTW requirement, could adequately support that commitment.

FORCE PLANNING INTO THE 21st CENTURY.

Force planning in the 21st century is destined to be as controversial and thus as difficult as
it has been in the 1990s. A clear understanding of two issues should make the job easier:
mission, and the use of scenarios. The strategy formulation process around which the
chapters of this book are built clearly emphasizes interest-based, and in turn strategy-driven
analysis.

MISSION.

Without an agreement on the mission or strategy, force planning will continue to
disappoint. Unfortunately, at the present juncture there is little agreement concerning the
mission of the armed forces. The on-going debate has two dimensions: shaping and
peacekeeping versus warfighting; and current versus future focus. Numerous politicians,
defense analysts and several senior military leaders have concluded that the two-MTW
requirement should be adjusted to specifically include force-sizing for peace operations. This
argument is based on the experiences of the first decade of the post-Cold War period. During
that time the operational commitment of U.S. military forces has increased 300 percent, and
the vast majority of those deployments have been at the low end of the spectrum of
conflict—shaping activities and smaller scale contingencies, not MTWs. Jeffrey Record
argues that the 2-MTW force has little relevance in aworld in which a “modern-day version of
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imperial policing is likely to consume much of U.S. military effort.”™® The most recent
articulation of this position was contained in the Phase Il report of the U.S. Commission on
National Security/21st Century, entitled “Seeking a National Strategy: A Concept for
Preserving Security and Promoting Freedom.” The report claims that:

the “two major theater wars” yardstick for sizing U.S. forces is not producing the capabilities needed
for the varied and complex contingencies now occurring and likely to increase in the years ahead.

It calls for a portion of U.S. force structure to be specifically tailored to humanitarian relief
and constabulary missions.”” Two noted RAND analysts have proposed replacing the
two-MTW criteria with three simultaneous sizing criteria: force needs for environment
shaping; force needs for one tough MRC plus gtability operations in other theaters; and force
needs for two “moderately difficult MRCs.” Even the Defense Department has begun to
waver on the issue slightly. The most recent edition of the DoD Annual Report, in addressing
the use of military force in support of primarily humanitarian interests, has removed the
previogg qgualifier that “the U.S. military is generally not the best means of addressing a
crisis.” This shift in emphasis is further supported by a focus on peacetime military
engagement (PME) activities assghe “best way” of reducing the sources of conflict and shaping
the international environment.

Strong voices, however, remain on the other side of the issue. General Shelton, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, indicated that the U.S. military should not carve out a portion of its
force structure exclusively to handle peacekeeping missions because thosgloperations could
quickly escalate into situations that only trained warfighters could handle. ~ Chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee, Floyd Spence, in rejecting the Commission on National
Security’s call to abandon the two-MTW yardstick, indicated that he fundamentally disgreed
“with those who advocate shifting the composition of our armed forces tow%zrd peacekeeping
and humanitarian operations at the expense of warfighting capabilities." The need for a
versatile and flexible force capable of responding and executing a wide range of missions is
clearly recognized. The disagreement concerns where on the operational spectrum should
risk be assumed—nhigh end (major theater war) or low end (peacekeeping or humanitarian
operations)—or how to posture the force to minimize risk. Force planners will have a hard
time developing an acceptable force structure in the absence of consensus on this issue.

Force planners also must resolve the issue of whether to focus their efforts on the current
threat or future threats. According to the NDP:

... we must anticipate that future adversaries will learn from the past and confront us in very different
ways. Thus we must be willing to change as well or risk having forces ill-suited to protect our security
twenty years in the future. The United States needs to launch a transformation strategy now that will
enable it to meet a range of security challenges in 2010 to 2020.

Proponents of this view contend that the “revolution in military affairs” (RMA) will have
profound effects on the way wars are fought. This model would replace the 2-MTW force with
a “silicon-based” superior force that would be smaller and more flexible, emphasizing
mobility, speed and agility. Warfighters would benefit from technological achievements in
stealth, precision weapons, surveillance, and dominant battlefield awareness. Most RMA
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proponents also contend that at present the U.S. has a threat deficit and therefore can afford
to cut force structure and focus on research and development of new “sunrise systems,”
experimentation and innovation.** Critics claim that both the QDR and NDP failed to propose
innovative and long-term changes in the defense program. General Shalikashvili’s response
to such criticism brings the issue full circle back to risk assessment and how that risk should
be allocated over time:

My admonition was that we need to do what we need to do to remain capable of defending our
country and winning our nation’s wars. | didn’t want to get an award for innovation’s sake. |
didn’ t want anyone gambling with our nation’s security just so we could be called great innova-
tors.’

PLANNING SCENARIOS FOR MAJOR THEATER WAR.

Itis clear that elements of both the threat-based and capabilities-based approaches must
be applied to force planning. This is even more the case in periods of increased uncertainty, as
demonstrated by the Base Force and the BUR. Scenarios are extremely useful to the force
planner as a yardstick against which to measure the capabilities of the force. Because they
reflect key aspects of future challenges the U.S. might face, well-chosen scenarios help to
ensure that the yardstick used has some relationship to reality. Itis also important to keep in
mind that no single scenario (or pair of scenarios) will ever be completely adequate to assess
force capabilities.

Does the use of scenarios, as assessment tools constitute “threat-based planning?” That
common question can best be answered by posing another: “Is it possible to do serious force
planning without reference, either explicitly or implicitly, to some scenarios?” The answer to
the second question is clearly no. Any force structure must ultimately be judged against some
expected set of operational requirements—those thin $ that the force is expected to be able to
do. This is simply another way of saying “scenarios.” Nevertheless just because scenarios
are used, the label “scenario-based” or “threat-based” planning should not be accepted.

Critics of the 2-MTW framework claim that the use of canonical scenarios (one in
Southwest Asia and one in Korea) suppress uncertainty and do not satisfactorily measure the
adequacy of U.S. force posture. Proposals include using an expanded scenario set, to include
nonstandard scenarios, and examlnlng the “scenario-space” within that set of scenarios to
determine capability envelopes " Scenario- -space implies the iteration of numerous scenario
characteristics, such as alternative force levels (threat and friendly), buildup rates, military
strategies and warning time—thereby generating a range of required capabilities.
Nonetheless, the canonical scenarios—Korea and the Persian Gulf—are clearly the most
stressful and dangerous near-term contingencies, and have served the U.S. well by creating a
requirement for high-mobility forces and a diverse posture ® But if fine- -tuning military
capabilities requires a broader look, it may be appropriate to expand the scenario set and use
a scenario-space concept to examine all relevant factors.
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Reassessing the scenarios must also include relooking the threats used in the planning

scenarios. The Irag and North Korean scenarios remain the most demanding, butin each case
- . . 69 . . , .

threat capability is declining. ™ In addition, the potential for opponents’ adopting
asymmetrical strategies could pose different security challenges than those currently
contained in the MTW planning scenarios. Iran’s purchase of Kilo-class submarines and its
improved anti-ship missiles is one example. Finally, the near-term transformation of China
into a “peer competitor” remains a concern that should be assessed in future planning
scenarios.

These factors highlight the dynamic nature and the importance of continuing to reassess
potential threats to U.S. interests. Adopting the scenario-space concept should account for
dynamic threat assessments and provide a more robust planning tool with which to examine
force requirements.

CONCLUSION.

Force planning has been and always will be a very dynamic process. Consequently, as the
strategic environment changes or as the understanding of its uncertainties matures, and as
both threat and friendly military capabilities evolve, there should be adjustments to the
defense program.

Force planning, particularly when it is done correctly, represents the purest application of
the strategic art—calculating a variable mix of ends, ways, and means. In a world
characterized by uncertainty and regional instability, in which the United States has security
interests that are truly global in scope, the ends are fairly clear although difficult to achieve.
As the United States enters the 21st Century, the ways and means to achieve those strategic
ends continue to be expressed by the 2-MTW framework. That framework is founded on a
logical integration of threat and capabilities-based planning. Planners need to adapt that
framework as necessary to accommodate appropriate adjustments. New approaches to
planning scenarios offer the potential for such adjustment concerning the “ways” of the
strategic paradigm, while force thinning and modernization are two important categories for
adjusting the affordability of the strategic “means.”

The experience of more than 40 years of force planning indicates that elements of both
threat-based and capabilities-based planning must be applied. Figure 4 summarizes the force
planning process and illustrates the integration of threat-based and capabilities-based
planning.

Drawing on the logic of threat-based planning, the force planner needs realistic scenarios
as a yardstick against which to measure the capabilities of a force. Adjusting the existing
canonical-MTW scenarios by adopting a scenario-space approach can better ensure that all
relative factors and resultant requirements are considered. As shown in the center of Figure 4
and reiterated in the NSS and NMS, the focus of force planning should remain on the
evaluation of the major theater planning cases. The vast majority of force requirements are
derived from these primary cases. However, it is also necessary to examine the full range of
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missions directed by the National Security Strategy, such as smaller scale contingencies and
overseas presence missions in order to ensure that all unique force elements have been
identified. Most of the U.S. forces forward deployed constitute a deterrent posture
safeguarding areas of vital interest. Thus, in those areas, these forces represent the initial
crisis response portion of the MTW force. Likewise, most of the force structure elements
required to execute and sustain SSCs are derived from the 2-MTW force. Nevertheless, in
both cases there may be unique requirements or higher demands for certain assets not
otherwise identified. Finally, resource constraints must be applied to examine the internal
characteristics of the force posture and to build an affordable defense program.

The central role played by objectives in planning has been clearly demonstrated. At every
level, from the President’s National Security Strategy down to an individual Service’s
assessment of priorities, the first step in planning is to state explicitly what is to be
accomplished. In addition, any useful defense planning exercise must be completed within
the context of the anticipated budgetary resources available for defense. In the end, as
Richard Kugler points out, integration of threat-based planning with the two types of
capability-based planning ensures a process that operates in positive symbiosis:
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The central argument advanced here is that mission-based capability analysis can help gauge require-
ments for the U.S. conventional posture, and help build public understanding of why sizable forces are
needed in an era when threats to U.S. interests are unclear. This is not to imply, however, that this
methodology should entirely replace the other two approaches. Threat-based contingency analysis will
still be needed to examine specific conflicts to which U.S. forces might be committed, and re-
source-based capability analysis will be needed to examine the internal characteristics of the force pos-
ture. The three methodologies thus are best used in tandem, as a75)ackage of techniques that can work
together to shed illuminating light on conventional force needs.

Force planners and strategists must rely on an appropriate mix of threat and
capability-based planning that will allow the United States to achieve its strategic objectives
and provide the U.S. political leadership with the answer to the question, “*how much is
enough?”
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